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Abstract 
 
 
 
This thesis explores the factors contributing to the use of evaluations in nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs) from a field perspective and answers to the question if organizations 
with more learning characteristics show increased use of evaluations to adapt programs. 
 
 
To get to the answers, literature on the use of evaluation and Learning Organizations was 
studied and reviewed. A survey was conducted among field based senior NGO managers. 
Two existing survey instruments were used; one was developed by Karan (2009) to determine 
factors influencing evaluation use. The other one was developed by Marsick and Watkins 
(2003) and Yang (2004) to measure learning characteristics of NGOs. The combined survey 
was answered online using SurveyGismo by 68 respondents representing at least 20 different 
International NGOs, 85% of them with headquarters in Europe and all with operations in low 
income countries across the world. 
 
 
Use of evaluations can be categorized according to their type of use and grouped under 
instrumental (direct use of findings to adjust program or policy), conceptual (contribute to 
generate new knowledge and understanding), process (participative process leading to 
learning and ownership) and legitimize (justify pre-existing preferences and actions). 
Different types of intended use tend to use different methodologies and approaches for the 
actual evaluation process; from scientific-experimental approaches to participant-oriented 
approaches. 
 
 
Factors influencing use determined in previous research are categorized under human factors 
(intended users, interests and biases and professional capabilities), evaluation factors 
(evaluation procedures, substance of information and reporting) and organizational factors 
(organizational culture, routines and procedures). These factors influencing use of evaluation 
were consistent with the most important determinants for use by the field based NGO 
managers in the survey carried out for this thesis. However a statistical regression of the 
factors influencing the use of evaluations to adapt programs revealed that only one factor, 
„available time and money‟, was significant with R2 is 0,09 (F= 6,78, p<0,05). 
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Learning Organizations have characteristics that can be described by four dimensions on the 
people level (Continuous learning, Inquiry and dialogue, Team learning and Embedded 
systems) and three level on the structural level (Empowerment, System connection, Strategic 
leadership) of organizations. Using the DLOQ (Dimensions of Learning Organizations 
Questionnaire) survey results respondents were divided in two groups, one group with “more 
learning characteristics” and one group with “less learning characteristics”. Cronbach‟s alfa 
(α) was 0,83 demonstrating a good internal consistency and item reliability for the 21 items 
measured in the instrument. The most important difference between the two groups could be 
noted in the existence of an organization wide process to follow up on evaluation findings in 
NGOs with more learning characteristics (67% compared to 45%). Also respondents from 
NGOs with more learning characteristics are more likely to use evaluation recommendations 
to adjust programs (80% compared to 45%). 
A linear regression of the average score on Learning Organization characteristics revealed 
that there is indeed a positive relation; higher scores on Learning Organization characteristics 
leads to higher use of evaluations to adapt programs (R
2
=0,17, F=13,19, p<0,05). 
 
 
The overall conclusion of this thesis is when intended use and users are determined and 
elaborated from the designing phase of an evaluation, the actual use by intended users is more 
likely to happen. Organizations making time and money available are more likely to use 
evaluation to adapt their programs. Learning Organizations or organizations with stronger 
learning characteristics are better positioned to ensure the actual use of evaluations. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 
 
With the increasing amount of public funds being spent through international developmental 
NGOs (Non-Governmental Organizations) over the last couple of decades, an increasing 
concern on the efficiencies of NGO management policies and practices can be observed. 
Program evaluations have emerged as key to understand how effectively resources have been 
used and what lessons might be learnt. However, with the growth of program evaluations, the 
low levels of follow-up and utilization of findings and recommendations remains an issue. 
Although evaluations are generally successful in identifying lessons and institutional memory, 
only a minority of evaluations are effective at introducing evident changes or improvements 
in performance (Sandison, 2007, p. 90). 
 
 
There is an overall agreement, between both researchers and practitioners that overall use of 
evaluations findings is low and a wide range of explanations is offered in the literature 
exploring factors that promote and block usage (Karan, L. 2009, Pasteur, K. 2004, Patton, M. 
2001, Ramalingan, B. 2011, Savedoff, W. et al, 2006, Weiss, C. 1998). Although evaluations 
are widely perceived to function as a tool for learning, an ALNAP report (Sandison, 2005) 
found very little evidence that evaluations are used by NGOs to bring about changes or 
improvements in operations (Laybourn, 2010). 
Reasons for non-use or limited use range from among others: bad timing of the evaluation, 
bad quality of the evaluation, weak existing frameworks to ensure utilization, limited 
participation of key stakeholders, leading to poor ownership of findings and politically non 
acceptable findings
1
. 
A  considerable  amount  of  money  is  spent  on  mid-term  and  final  evaluations  as  most 
 
institutional donors require evaluations. 
 
 
 
The research of Lakshmi Karan (2009) presents the utility model (figure 1) that incorporates 
the intended users´ interests and capabilities to increase the potential use of evaluation, as well 
as enlarging the scope from a specific program to the effectiveness of an entire organization. 
The model reveals that influencing factors must extend to include the larger context of 
organizational behavior and learning (Karan, L. 2009). 
 
 
1 
Summarised from a group conversation with senior managers of NGOs who are members of CONGA; a 
network of international NGOs operational in Angola, 3
rd 
of May 2011. 
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Figure 1: The utility model (Karan, L. 2009, page 150) 
 
 
 
The model indicates what different factors could and should be addressed to increase the use. 
The author invites future researchers to test the model among diverse NGOs operating in 
contexts different from her survey respondents that were all USA based NGOs. 
 
 
Since the end of the 1980s „Learning Organization‟ has become a widely used term in the 
corporate world and the term was not long after that adopted by NGOs. A definition of a 
Learning Organization which was specifically written with ´not-for-profit´ organizations in 
mind is: “An organization which actively incorporates the experience and knowledge of its 
members and partners through the development of practices, policies, procedures and systems 
in ways which continuously improve its ability to set and achieve goals, satisfy stakeholders, 
develop its practice, value and develop its people and achieve its mission with its 
constituency” (Britton, B. 1997). 
 
 
An ODI (Overseas Development Institute) study suggest that where organizational knowledge 
and learning are well defined and understood the related knowledge and learning activities are 
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more effective and more likely to have a positive impact (Ramalingan, 2005). The same study 
also mentions that “… a Learning Organization may be something that one always aspires to: 
learning is a continuous process of becoming, rather than attainment”. Edwards (1997) 
concludes that what matters most in NGO learning is that NGOs do learn, that they always try 
to learn more effectively, and that they do not stop learning even when they think they have 
found the answers. 
 
 
Nowadays most NGOs have some type of knowledge management system and would like to 
characterize their organization as a learning one. Many tools exist to measure learning aspects 
of organizations with the purpose to diagnose and plan interventions in NGOs but most lack a 
research base. An exception it the Dimensions of Learning Organizations Questionnaire 
(DLOQ) developed by Marsick and Watkins (Watkins, K. and Marsick, V. 2003) and further 
tested, validated and adjusted by Yang (Yang, B. 2004). The DLOQ is used in this study to 
measure the Learning Organization characteristics of NGOs from the perspective of field 
based senior NGO program staff. 
 
 
´Learning Organization´ and ´Organizational learning´ literature provide several links 
between evaluation use and learning in NGOs. One of the organizational factors affecting use 
of evaluations is the existing learning or knowledge management system in the NGO. It is 
expected that teams in organizations with stronger Learning Organizations characteristics 
make more use of evaluation findings. 
 
 
The purpose of this research is to repeat the survey, directed at USA headquarter based NGO 
managers by Karan (2009), among field based senior management and program NGO staff, 
to determine which factors influencing use emerge from the field perspective and in case 
differences appear, which ones are they. Some additional survey questions are added to 
explore elements that might be relevant as origin and country of operation of the NGO, annual 
budgets and main donors. Furthermore the research will measure Learning Organization 
characteristics from the perspective of the field based senior management and program staff in 
order to measure if NGOs with higher scores on Learning Organizations characteristics show 
increased use of evaluations to adapt their programs. 
 
 
The research has scientific relevance as it adds to existing research on the use of evaluations 
in NGOs and tests the existing model developed by Karan (2009) in different circumstances. 
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The societal relevance is that the results of this research will be shared with the respondents of 
the survey and will be a useful contribution to the general knowledge and contribute to 
heightened understanding on the factors promoting and blocking the use of evaluations. The 
research has a high degree of personal relevance, as I work with NGOs over the last two 
decades and have seen many an evaluation formulate relevant recommendations that were 
subsequently not followed up. 
 
 
Research questions 
 
 
 
“The factors that influence use of evaluations in International NGOs from a field perspective” 
 
 
 
 What is evaluation use of NGOs from a field perspective? 
 
 
 
 Which factors influence the use of evaluations in NGOs from a field perspective? 
 
 
 
 Are the factors influencing use according to the findings of this research the same 
as found by Karan’s research, if not, what is different? 
 
 
 Do NGOs with more “Learning Organization” characteristics show increased use 
of evaluations to adapt programs? 
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2. Literature review 
 
 
2.1 Use of evaluations 
 
 
 
“… evaluation is ultimately about reality testing, getting real about what‟s going on what‟s 
being achieved – examining both what´s working and what´s not working (Patton, 2011) 
 
 
The utilization or use of evaluations is divided in four different types by Carol Weiss (1998). 
The first one is instrumental use for decision making, the second conceptual use to change 
understanding, the third is to mobilize support for a position and the fourth is to influence 
other institutions and events. Patton (1997, p. 76) describes three primary uses of evaluation 
findings. The first is to judge the merit or worth of a program (e.g. accountability to donors), 
the second to improve a program (e.g. on-going learning and development) and the third to 
generate knowledge. In this division the first two are grouped as instrumental use and the last 
one as conceptual use by Sandison (2007, p. 93). She adds two other categories of use, 
process use and legitimizing use. An overview of the four categories is given in Figure 2, 
adapted from Sandison (2007, p. 95-96) and Saunders (2012). 
 
 
Types of use 
 
Instrumental use. Direct implementation of the findings and recommendations by decision makers, 
leading to related decisions such as future funding, improvements to a program or changes in policy 
and procedure. Evaluations that anticipate instrumental use include ex-post, accountability-judgment 
evaluations or audits and learning-improvement evaluations such as real-time or mid-term evaluations. 
Conceptual use. Evaluations results and conclusions trickle down into the organization in the form of 
new ideas and concepts debated and developed over time. The effect is incremental, single evaluations 
rarely lead to direct changes in policy and practice but add to, clarify and develop knowledge. 
Conceptual use is also cumulative – findings might act as a reminder of what was known  but 
previously put aside. Ex-post and evaluation syntheses naturally incline towards conceptual use. 
However, any type of evaluation or review can contribute relevant findings that generate cumulative 
knowledge. 
Process (learning) use. Participation in the evaluation itself can lead to individual learning and 
changes in behavior, such as improved communication within teams and between partners, enhanced 
understanding and application of M&E in programming. Engagement in the process can also increase 
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users´ ownership of evaluation findings and the confidence to use them as well as learning to think 
evaluative. 
Legitimizing (strategic, symbolic or persuasive) use. The evaluation legitimizes – confirms, 
substantiates, corroborates – a decision or understanding that the organization or individual already 
holds, providing an independent and objective reference that may be used to communicate or justify 
subsequent actions. Symbolic use is when the evaluation is conducted merely to demonstrate 
compliance to an external factor or justify program decisions already made. 
Figure 2: Types of evaluation use adapted from Sandison (2007) and Saunders (2012) 
 
 
Karan identifies the same four types of use and groups them under the headings, conceptual, 
instrumental, process and strategic. Evaluation findings serve three primary purposes: 
rendering judgment, facilitating improvements and generating knowledge. What becomes 
important is to understand the purpose of the evaluation in order to determine intended users 
(Karan, L. 2009, page 150) and use. Evaluations with a limited and clear scope of intended 
use are more likely to be used for the pre-determined purpose than evaluations with broad and 
unclear or undetermined objectives for intended use. 
 
 
Evaluations that matter are suggested to be guided by four core principles by Patton, M 
(2008) as presented by Kusters, C. et all (2011): 
 Utilization focused, influence- and consequence-aware 
 
 Stakes, stakeholder engagement and learning 
 
 Situational responsiveness 
 
 Multiple evaluator and evaluation roles 
 
 
 
The utilization focused, influence- and consequence-aware principle means that evaluations 
should be judged by their utility and actual use, taking into account that design and the way 
the evaluation is carried out, affect how people will apply the findings. There needs to be a 
focus on intended use and intended users and an awareness of the factors influencing the 
outcomes and the possible consequences (positive and negative, intended and unintended) an 
evaluation process can bring. 
 
 
For evaluations to have the maximum utilization and influence on change, the engagement of 
stakeholders needs to be facilitated in a process of shared learning, from the very beginning to 
the very end of the evaluation (Kusters et all, 2011). 
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Situational responsiveness includes the need to study the context and environment and adapt 
approaches and methods accordingly. Evaluators roles depend on evaluations purpose, the 
circumstances and the evaluators own personal knowledge, skills, style, values and ethics 
(Kusters et all, 2011). 
 
 
At this point it is important to mention non-use of evaluations. Three types of non-use can be 
distinguished; the first one is deliberate or justified non-use in case the quality of the 
evaluation was too low and or wrongly implemented. The second one, unintentional non-use, 
occurs when potential users are unaware the evaluation exists or have no access to the 
information of the evaluation. The third and last non-use can be called abuse when results are 
of sound quality but undesirable for political reasons. Irrespective of how misuse or non-use is 
categorized the fact remains that precious resources – effort, time and money – are wasted and 
opportunity costs incurred (Karan, 2009). Or as mentioned by Feinstein (2002): All 
evaluations have a cost but not necessarily a value. 
 
 
Two key issues to be recognized when determining use of evaluations are the existence of 
time lags and the attribution problem. Time lags can cause judgments of non-use to be 
premature. Apparent use can occur when things have been done after an evaluation was 
completed consistent with the evaluation‟s recommendations but there might be other reasons 
why things were done in such a way. The fact that there is consistency between the evaluation 
findings and recommendations and what was done after the evaluation is not necessarily an 
indication of use (Feinstein, 2002). 
 
 
 
2.2 Factors influencing use 
 
In the following paragraph factors influencing use are described and organized under the three 
headings as used in the utility model of Karan (2009), human, evaluation and organizational 
factors. 
 
2.2.1 Human factors 
 
Intended users 
 
The importance of involving intended users is confirmed by the research of Karan (2009) and 
mentioned as a key determiner for use of evaluations findings in literature on the subject, with 
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a noted increase in the last decade (Kusters, C et al. 2011, Lederman, S. 2011, Patton, M. 
1997, Ramalingan, B. 2011). Intended users can include any stakeholders as determined by 
the evaluation purpose, such as headquarter staff of organization, field based staff of 
organization, beneficiaries, donors and others. Patton (1997) presented a framework of the 
utilization focused evaluation process, where in evaluators are to facilitate intended users and 
involve them in all phases of the evaluation, from planning, methods to use, data collection, 
verification, interpretation, judgment and dissemination. 
Involvement of intended users increases ownership and perceived validity of the evaluation 
results and will increase potential use. 
 
 
Interests and biases 
 
Evaluations are influenced by the political context and environment, what, when and how 
different angles of a program will be evaluated, is a result of a political process with personal 
and collective interest from various stakeholders. Evaluation results can be used for resource 
allocation and power and influence shifts are likely to take place. Findings from any 
evaluation are only partly logical and deductive; it relies equally on perspective and interests 
of stakeholders (Karan, 2009). An emerging dimension in evaluations in NGOs is the value 
aspect in identifying the program theory of NGOs that address questions like: „on what 
ground are interventions perceived to be relevant and beneficial‟; and why are situations 
perceived to be problematic in the first place (Holma and Kontinen, 2011). 
 
 
Professional capabilities 
 
Skill and experience of the evaluator(s) and the participating stakeholders influences use. 
Evaluators require competencies depending on the type of evaluation to be conducted and 
usually cover a broad spectrum of skills and experience from different fields of science. 
Literature suggest that the majority of those conducting evaluations have not received formal 
academic training in this area; instead, most practicing evaluators may have only taken a 
single course in evaluation while pursuing degrees in other applied areas (Christie et al, 
2014). User ability and inclination to receive and process information also affects use. For 
example if findings are shared electronically versus face-to-face or group meetings (Karan, 
2009), or shared in a written report while the majority of project beneficiaries are illiterate or 
don‟t understand the language used in the report. 
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2.2.2 Evaluation factors 
 
Evaluation procedures 
 
Three main approaches to conduct evaluation can be distinguished, each having closer links to 
the field of study on which it builds: 
 Scientific-experimental approach – this approach has a focus on  objectivity  in 
methods, reliability and validity of information generated through scientific research 
as used in the pure and social sciences 
 Qualitative/anthropological approach – Emphasizes observation and the value of 
subjective interpretation in the evaluation process 
 Participant-oriented approach – Emphasizes focus on participation of stakeholders 
in all phases of the evaluation process. 
 
 
Evaluations can be carried out during the implementation of a project or program in order to 
obtain base-line or mid-term data to inform stakeholders and adjust plans and planning 
according, often referred to as „formative evaluations‟ or after the completing of a program to 
measure results and outcomes and impact, referred to as „summative evaluations‟. 
 
 
The dimension „internal‟ or „external‟ evaluation is another factor influencing process, 
outcomes, and therefor use of evaluations. Internal evaluations carry the risk to be biased and 
less objective, often internal evaluators might not have the necessary training and experience 
to carry out an evaluation and generate valid data and information from it. External 
evaluations can be considered more objective and can provide an outsider look to a program 
but they carry the risk to be seen as threatening to teams or considered to not having sufficient 
insight in the background and context of the program. External evaluations are usually 
resource intensive as they tend to be more expensive and time consuming. 
 
 
Substance of information 
 
Quality of the evaluation process and results is a large determinant for the use. Substance can 
be improved by buy-in to the evaluation process beforehand and agreement with 
recommendations during review meetings with the various stakeholders (Halam, 2010). 
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Reporting 
 
The type and timing of evaluation reports influences use. Excessive length and inaccessible 
language, particularly evaluation jargon, were cited as reasons for non-use by respondents of 
Karan‟s research (Karan, 2009). Reports need to strike a balance between building credibility 
to the process and the messages for action. Often language and recommendations are too 
difficult to deal with or not politically/institutionally acceptable with too many 
recommendations. Evaluations taking too long to complete, stakeholders moving to other 
things and delays in finalization of the evaluation make people lose interest (Halam, 2010). 
Evaluations need to produce products that are accessible and user friendly for potential users. 
The quality of the dissemination is the appropriateness of the means used to facilitate access 
to the evaluation (Feinstein, 2002). 
 
2.2.3 Organizational factors 
 
Organizational culture 
 
Key determinants of evaluation use are culture as well as leadership. An organizational 
culture is needed that deliberately seeks out information on performance in order to use that 
information to learn how to better manage and deliver its programs and thereby improve its 
performance. There needs to be a commitment to using evaluation data and then changing 
behavior based on that data (Patton, M. 1997). 
 
 
Routines and processes 
 
In any organization, over time, program procedures and expectations get institutionalized as 
routines, making it a work habit. By reviewing and restructuring these routines NGOs can 
build an environment conducive to use. For example, instituting processes to capture and 
retrieve memory contributes to periodic reinforcement of findings and promotes cycles of use. 
Investing in systems can facilitate the sharing of information and interpretation which in turn 
increase intended user participation and result in higher utilization (Karan, 2009). 
NGOs are constantly challenged on when and whether to share the findings from evaluations, 
and how to do so effectively. Effective evaluation systems in NGOs require organizational 
commitment of budget and staff to make it happen. 
 
 
Others have presented use and usability models each with different emphasis and focus. There 
is a consistent overlap of identified factors influencing use. Feinstein (2002) presented a 
concept using concepts from economics and political economy. The main determiners in his 
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concept are relevance of the evaluation and the quality of the dissemination of the evaluation. 
The relevance depends on the timing, involvement of stakeholders, methodology used and the 
quality of the evaluation team. The quality of the dissemination is determined by the 
packaging of the evaluation products into user friendly information. The mechanisms and 
channels used for distribution determine accessibility. 
 
 
Another model using social science concepts is presented in Figure 3. The model presents 
factors influencing use and usability under four headings, evaluation factors are divided in 
two separate groups distinguishing between evaluation design process and evaluation design 
quality. It offers an interpretation of „use‟, which focuses on the context and capacity of the 
organizational setting in which evaluation outputs are used; and „usability‟, which emphasizes 
the extent to which the evaluation design itself militates against or encourages the use of its 
outputs in the broadest sense (Saunders, M. 2012). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Factors affecting use and usability (Saunders, M. 2012) 
 
 
Mark and Henry (2004) adapted a conceptual framework of Cousins (2003) following the 
program logic model as presented in Figure 4. As suggested by Kirkhart (2000) Mark and 
Henry adopt the term Evaluation influence to explicitly include both changes take place at the 
location and general timeframe of the evaluation and changes that take place elsewhere and 
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later. Mark and Henry map out a logic model for evaluation, focusing on evaluation 
consequences related to the improvement of social conditions. Just as program theory 
connects program activities with outcomes while also explaining the processes through which 
the outcomes are achieved, program theory of evaluation by Mark and Henry identifies 
evaluation as an intervention with social betterment as its ultimate outcome. They label 
traditional notions of instrumental, conceptual, and persuasive use more specifically as, for 
example, skill acquisition, persuasion, or standard setting. These, then, would be the 
mechanisms through which social betterment can be achieved (Johnson, 2009). 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Evaluation logic model - schematic theory of evaluation influence (Mark and 
Henry, 2004) 
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2.3 Learning Organization 
 
 
Organizational learning is a continuous process of growth and improvement that (a) uses 
information or feedback about both processes and outcomes (i.e. evaluation findings) to make 
changes; (b) is integrated with work activities, and within the organization‟s infrastructure and 
(c) invokes the alignment of values, attitudes, and perceptions among organizational members 
(Torres and Preskill, 2001). Organizational learning is defined in Karan‟s study as: Learning 
which serves a collective purpose, is developed through experience and reflection, is shared 
by a significant number of organizational members, stored through institutional memory, and 
are used to modify organizational practices (Karan, 2009). 
 
 
Team learning is introduced by Senge (1990) as one of the five disciplines an organization 
needs to master in order to be a Learning Organization. The other four disciplines  are 
Personal Mastery, Shared Vision, Mental Models and Systems Thinking. Team learning is 
builds on the discipline of shared vision and personal mastery and is the process of aligning 
and developing the capacity of a team to create the results its members truly desire (Senge, P. 
1990, 2006, page 218). 
 
 
Gorelick et all (2004, page 39) explain: “Organizational learning is critical to an 
organization‟s growth and survival. The ability to learn at the individual, group or team, and 
or organizational levels is a recognized competitive advantage”. 
Knowledge management is a key function in “Learning Organizations”. It is the process of 
developing and managing both the explicit and tacit elements of data and information to 
provide operational and strategic insights for the organization to develop competitive 
advantage (Hume, C. and Hume, M. 2007). 
Yang et al (2004) developed and validated a multidimensional measure of the Learning 
Organization. An instrument was developed based on a critical review of both the 
conceptualization and practice of this construct. Acceptable reliability estimates were 
obtained for the seven proposed dimensions as presented in figure 5. The figure presents the 
relationships between the different dimensions integrating two main organizational 
constituents: people and structure. These two constituents are also viewed as interactive 
components of organizational change and development (Yang et al, 2004). Watkins and 
Marsick  (1996)  identified  seven   distinct  but   interrelated   dimensions   of  a   Learning 
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Organization at individual, team, and organizational levels. In table 1 a description is given of 
the each of the seven dimensions. 
 
 
Figure 5: Nomological network of the Dimensions of Learning Organization and Performance Outcomes 
Yang, 2003) 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 - Watkins and Marsick's model (1997) of the seven dimensions of the Learning Organization 
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According to Edwards (1997) Organizational learning in NGOs was in 1997 an area where 
NGOs have learned much in the past two decades, but their real potential as Learning 
Organizations had yet to be unlocked. In 2006 the Center for Global Development published a 
report with the title „when will we ever learn‟ indicating the urgent need to improve on 
knowledge management and Organizational learning in NGOs (Savedoff, 2006). 
 
 
Knowledge management processes are crucial for organizations with the aspiration to be a 
Learning Organization. Possibilities to invest and develop capacities depend on characteristics 
of each NGO. It is evident from research that „one size does not fit all‟ in the knowledge 
management paradigm (Hume and Hume, 2007). 
 
 
In figure 6 the eight key functions and their mutual relationships are presented. These key 
functions must be undertaken to learn effectively (Britton, 1998). 
 
 
Figure 6: Eight key functions of a learning NGO (Britton, 1998) 
 
 
Key consequences of evaluations that matter according to Kusters et all. (2011) can include 
changes  on  individual,  interpersonal  and  collective  level  as  the  evaluation  can  change 
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thoughts, attitudes, beliefs and actions of individuals, between individuals or more macro 
between organizational units. 
 
 
Learning Organizations or organizations with more learning characteristics are likely to be 
more prepared to embrace changes provoked by evaluations and indeed show increased use of 
evaluations, as opposed to organizations with less Learning Organization characteristics. In 
this thesis this hypothesis will be tested. 
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3. Research design and methodology 
 
 
3.1 Methodology 
 
 
 
The methodology used to answer the research questions is a combination of literature review 
and a survey constructed from two existing questionnaires. This mix of methods is chosen to 
be able to answer the respective research questions. The literature review presents an overall 
picture on evaluation use, the factors influencing the use and the various dimensions of 
Learning Organizations. The survey provides first hand data from field based NGO managers 
on the factors on evaluation use, factors influencing use and learning characteristics of the 
respondent‟s NGO. Data emerging form the survey will be compared to the findings reported 
of Karan‟s study (2009) whose respondents were all headquarter based NGO managers. 
 
 
The literature review gives an overview of NGO evaluation practice; the use and factors 
influencing use of evaluations and Learning Organization literature. Evaluations use can be 
divided in four main groups of type of use: process use, conceptual use, process use and 
legitimizing use (see figure 2, page 13). The factors influencing use can be grouped under 
human factors, evaluation factors and organizational factors, as presented in paragraph 2.2. 
 
 
The first part of the survey questionnaire was developed by Karan (2009) as part of her 
dissertation “Evaluation use in Non-Governmental Organizations”. The survey of Karan was 
conducted to gather first-hand, primary evidence of the types of factors that influence use and 
to better understand the process and systems that promote use. The purpose of the survey was 
not only to validate the utilization factors that emerged from the literature but also identify 
what might be additional necessary but missing factors as seen from the NGO sector (Karan, 
2009). The replication of the survey among field based NGO staff will determine if there are 
significant differences to be noted in utilization factors from a field perspective and if other 
factors are missing. All respondents are directly involved in field operations and based in the 
countries of intervention, all low-income countries. The respondents in Karan‟s study were all 
USA headquarter based, with a certain distance from the realities of the implementation field. 
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The first part of the survey consists of 25 items, most are limited to multiple choice or ranking 
answers as well as some open ended questions. A few items were added in order to identify 
what is the country of origin of the NGO, the annual budget worldwide, the annual budget in 
the country of intervention and the main donors financing the operations in the country of 
intervention. The survey questionnaire as presented to the participants is presented in 
appendix 1 of this report. 
 
 
The second part of the questionnaire “Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire” 
(DLOQ) was first developed by Marsick and Watkins (2003) and adapted by Yang (2004). 
Validation studies to examine the validity and reliability of the Learning Organization were 
done in several cultural contexts: The United States, Columbia, China, Taiwan, Korea and 
Brazil. The results of these studies have verified the applicability of the DLOQ in different 
cultures, providing internal consistency of each item‟s reliability (coefficient alpha range from 
.71 to .91) and reliable factor structure of the dimensions of the Learning Organization (Song 
et al, 2009). 
The original version of the DLOQ consisted of 43 items to measure the seven dimensions; 
later on, throughout empirical validation of the instruments, Yang et al. (2004) refined the 
DLOQ and fabricated an abbreviated version of it, which consisted of 21 items that did not 
depreciate the original theoretical structure. 
From the given approaches, through empirical validation procedures, the abbreviated version 
of the DLOQ has been assimilated as an instrument applicable to measuring the concept of the 
Learning Organization (Yang et al, 2004). Each of the seven dimensions is measured by 3 
items in the questionnaire, using a Likert scale with 6 choices from “almost always” to 
“almost never”. Zero-order correlation analysis and scale reliability tests were used to test for 
item internal consistency. The internal reliability coefficient, Cronbach‟s alfa (α) for the 21 
items was 0,83. This value is above the standard of ≥.80 suggested by Nunnally (1978) as 
cited by Watkins and Dirani (2013). 
 
 
The respondents of the current research were divided in two groups; one with less Learning 
Organization characteristics and one with more Learning Organization characteristics. 
Respondents with an overall means of less than 4.11 per dimension entered in the first group 
(34 respondents) and with a means of 4.11 or higher entered in the group with more Learning 
Organization characteristics (30 respondents). The cut-off point of 4.11 was obtained from 
the Meta-Analysis of the DLOQ carried out by Watkins and Dirani (2013). The means 
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obtained in that study from 5,722 respondents from non-governmental organizations from 
four different countries was 4.11. 
 
 
 
Figure 7: Means per dimension of DLOQ - less and more learning 
characteristics compared to non-government respondents (Watkins 
and Dirani, 2013) 
 
 
The two groups will be compared to determine if the DLOQ score causes variations in the 
perceived factors and perceived use of evaluations comparing answers to questions like: “Do 
evaluation reports meet your expectations?”. 
 
 
Data collection 
 
Senior program managers operating in countries of intervention of International NGOs were 
approached and requested to fill the online survey in SurveyGismo. Candidates were 
approached as follows: 
International NGOs operational in Angola were the first targeted to represent the field based 
perspective in this research. Angola presents a unique reality of a wide diversity of NGO 
identities and programming as the country has emerged from a humanitarian crisis since the 
end of the war in 2002. NGO programming has shifted and evolved from pure humanitarian 
to more developmental programming in the last decade. The diversity among International 
NGOs, donors, types of programming contributes to the necessary variety in the sample. 
A list of all International NGOs operational in Angola maintained by the Technical Unit of 
Humanitarian Aid Coordination (UTCAH) of the Angolan government and the contact list of 
the Coordination Forum of International NGOs in Angola (CONGA) were used to contact all 
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organizations. The total number of International NGOs operational in Angola is currently 
limited to about 40 and all organizations were contacted. In each organization the country 
manager or country director was contacted and requested to be a respondent of the survey. 
Then he or she was requested to distribute the survey to a minimum of three senior program 
staff based in Angola. S/he was also requested to send the request to fill the survey to his or 
her colleague Country Directors or Managers around the world who could then again forward 
the survey to their senior program staff. All respondents should have at least six months of 
field experience in the NGO sector to ensure knowledge and experience on program 
evaluation use. 
 
 
The survey was tested by three program staff in different NGOs. They answered the following 
questions: 
How long did it take to finish each of the two questionnaires in the survey? 
Were any questions confusing? Which ones and why? 
Do you miss any questions? 
 
 
This pre-test confirmed that the survey can be completed in 15 to 20 minutes. No changes had 
to be made in the formulation of the questions. 
 
 
The survey questions as entered in SurveyGismo are presented in Appendix 1. 
 
 
 
Data was collected in the period starting 1
st 
of December 2011 until the 12
th 
of February 2012. 
A total of 68 respondents filled the online SurveyGismo survey, all respondents had the 
required minimum field experience and no respondents had to be disqualified. 
 
 
Characteristics participants 
 
The respondents in this research present a diversity of at least 20 different International 
NGOs. The respondents in Karan‟s study were all from USA based INGOs. 
The 68 respondents in this survey include 57 respondents who work for INGOs with 
headquarters in 12 European countries, two respondents with HQ in two African countries, 
one respondent with headquarters in Asia, two respondents with headquarters in the USA, one 
respondent  with  headquarters  in  Australia,  two  with  headquarters  in  Canada  and  three 
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respondents without specifying the headquarter location of their NGO.  The vast majority of 
85% of respondents of the survey have headquarters in Europe. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8: Country of origin of NGO 
 
 
 
Respondents from at least 20 NGOs are included in the sample. 18 Respondents did not 
indicate which NGO they work for, 11 work for Medecins Sans Frontieres, two for German 
Agro Action, two for Action Against Hunger, two for CARE, one for CIDSE Laos, one for 
CONCERN, two for Development Workshop, four for Handicap International, four for 
Intermon, one for I-Tech, three for Lutheran World Federation, one for Mines Advisory 
Group, two for Norwegian Church Aid, one for Norwegian People Aid, one for Norwegian 
Refugee Council, seven for Oxfam GB, one for Oxfam Australia, two for Safe the Children 
UK, one for World Vision and one for Trocaire. 
 
 
All respondents have more than one year of experience with the vast majority of 77% more 
than five years of experience, similar to the respondents of Karan‟s survey where 65% had 
more than five years of experience. There are no significant differences in level of experience 
between organizations with more and less Learning Organization characteristics. 
 
 
Respondents indicated the categorization of their NGO‟s programming as presented  in 
figure 9. 
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Figure 9: Overall programming of the NGO 
 
 
 
There is a higher representation of humanitarian assistance type of programming with 34% as 
opposed to only 15% in Karan‟s survey. Of the respondents from organizations with more 
Learning Organization characteristics 40% characterize their type of programming as 
humanitarian or disaster assistance. 
 
 
As expected more respondents in the field work in the role of program staff and not in senior 
management as presented in the table 3 below. 
 
 
 
 
Role of the survey respondents 
Actual survey 
 
(field) 
Karan survey 
 
(headquarter) 
Country Director/Manager 20 29% 12 11% 
Program manager 43 63% 42 38% 
Program staff 2 3% 53 48% 
Other 3 4% 3 3% 
Total 68  110  
Table 2 - Role of the survey respondents 
 
 
 
Data analysis 
 
All quantitative answers were entered in a Microsoft Excel workbook and analyzed using 
basic descriptive statistics such as frequencies and cross tabulations as well as measures of 
central tendency where appropriate. Tables were produced that include this survey‟s results as 
well as the results obtained by Karan (2009). Survey reply tables are presented in 
Appendix 2. 
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Qualitative data from the open-ended questions were analyzed using an inductive process to 
identify key themes and code and categorize patterns in the data. 
 
 
The results from the DLOQ questionnaire were entered and analyzed in a Microsoft Excel 
workbook. These were included in the Excel workbook with the results of the first 
questionnaire. A linear regression analysis was carried out to determine if identified factors 
indeed influence the perceived use of evaluations to adapt the course direction of the program 
(question 13 and 30 of the survey). The variables considered included: type of NGO, annual 
budget worldwide, annual country budget, involvement of potential users in the planning 
phase, critical findings, low quality findings, unclear recommendations, time and budget 
constraints, staff interest, senior management involvement, donor involvement and existence 
of a process and policy as per data collected by question 5, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15 of the survey. 
Furthermore the expected existing positive relationship between organizations scoring higher 
on learning characteristics and evaluation use was established with a linear regression on 
evaluation use for adapting the course of a program. 
 
 
Limitations 
 
The most important limitation of this research is the low response rate resulting in the limited 
number of 68 respondents. However the „rules of thumb‟ given by Wilson VanVoorhis and 
Morgan (2007) indicate the sample is within the reasonable sample size limit. The statistical 
analysis of the data and the comparison with results obtained by others who used the same 
instruments will establish validity of the results. As a result of the relative small sample size 
research findings may not be generalized widely to field based staff within the NGO sector. 
 
 
Another limitation is the assumption that all respondents have a sufficient level of 
understanding of the English language to answer the questions in the surveys. As it turns out 
one question was not understood by all respondents as determined by analyzing the answers. 
Results from this question were consequently not included in the analysis. 
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3.2 Research model 
 
 
 
The answers to the questions of the first component of the survey each give insight in what 
evaluation is from the perspective of field practitioners and to what factors increase or 
decrease the use of evaluations. 
 
 
The expected relationship between factors influencing the use of evaluations to adapt the 
program and the Learning Organization characteristics is presented in figure 10. 
 
 
 
Factors influencing 
use 
Actual use to adapt the 
course of program 
 
Learning Organization 
characteristics 
 
 
Figure 10: Research model 
 
 
The analysis of the collected data will answer the first research question “What is evaluation 
use of NGOs from a field perspective?” The results will be compared to what was found by 
Karan. Differences emerging from the results will be highlighted and compared to what is 
described in the literature. The results will confirm or suggest alternatives for the four 
categories of use described by Karan (Conceptual, Instrumental, Process and Strategic). 
 
 
The second and third research question: “Which factors influence the use of evaluations in 
NGOs from a field perspective?” and “Are the factors influencing use the same as 
reported by Karan, if not, what is different” will be answered by analyzing the survey 
answers for factors that influence use. All factors mentioned will then be compared to the 
factors found by Karan‟s research. Where relevant the prioritization and importance of each 
factor will be compared and noted and presented in as below table following the elements of 
the utility model presented by Karan (see figure 1). The results obtained will then be 
compared, to determine if other factors obtained through this research are similar to what is 
documented in the existing literature, and if not, what is different. 
3. Research design and methodology page 32  
 
 
Factors influencing use Factors increasing use 
Karan (2009)  
Human factors  
1.Intended users Representatives of all stakeholders 
2.Interest/biases Buy in from decision makers 
3.Professional capabilities Capabilities of evaluator(s) 
Evaluation factors  
1.Evaluation procedures Flexibility 
2.Substance of information Quality 
 
Simple and practical 
3.Reporting Clear 
Organizational factors  
1.Organizational culture On-going learning 
2.Routines and procedures Commitment to use 
Table 3 - Factors influencing use (Karan, 2009) 
 
 
 
The last research question: “Do NGOs with more “Learning Organization” characteristics 
show increased use of evaluations to adapt programs?” will be answered by carrying out 
a linear regression of the survey results on the use of evaluation to adapt the program course 
direction (Question 13, appendix A) with the DLOQ survey results measuring learning 
characteristics. 
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4. Research findings 
 
 
 
In this chapter the findings of the survey of 68 field managers of 20 INGOs will be presented 
and compared to the results obtained with the results Karan obtained from 111 staff from 40 
INGOs. 
 
 
In Appendix 2 the survey replies are presented in tables. Survey replies found by Karan‟s 
survey are included in the same appendix as well as a separation of the answers in two groups, 
NGO with less Learning Organization characteristics and NGO with more Learning 
Organization characteristics. 
 
 
Dimensions of Learning Organizations Questionnaire results 
 
The 21 statements of the DLOQ survey were answered completely by all 68 respondents. 
Respondents had six response options (1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree). Cronbach‟s 
alfa for each group of three items in each of the seven dimension varied between 0,7 and 0,88 
as presented in Table 4 below. This demonstrates good internal consistency and item 
reliability. The correlation of seven groups of three items, each representing a dimension of 
the Learning Organization varied between 0,52 and 0,78. 
 
 
Dimension (each measured with 3 items) Mean Standard Deviation α (alfa) 
CL – Continuous Learning  
3,72 
 
1,08 
 
0,867 
DI – Dialogue and Inquiry  
3,59 
 
0,95 
 
0,888 
TL – Team Learning  
3,74 
 
1,08 
 
0,849 
ES – Embedded Systems to capture and share learning  
3,49 
 
1,11 
 
0,706 
EP – Empowered People toward a collective vision  
3,83 
 
1,13 
 
0,846 
SC –  System Connection of the organization to its 
 
environment 
 
 
3,78 
 
 
1,10 
 
 
0,836 
SL – Strategic Leadership for learning  
3,78 
 
1,04 
 
0,852 
Table 4 - Overall means, standard deviation and cronbach α values for the seven DLOQ dimensions 
(N=68) 
 
 
Users and use of evaluations 
 
In the current survey the intended users groups expanded with groups not mentioned in 
Karan‟s research. In the „other‟ section NGO partners and Government staff and agencies 
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were mentioned. The importance of the different intended user groups does not differ much 
between Karan‟s and the current survey. The interesting exception is that Program 
beneficiaries appear more frequent as intended users in the actual survey of field based staff, 
while Issue experts appear more frequent in Karan‟s survey, whose respondents were all 
headquarter based. 
 
 
Intended user groups Actual survey 
 
(field staff) 
Karan’s survey 
 
(headquarter staff) 
Program staff 94% (64) 100% (111) 
Senior management 94% (64) 81% (90) 
Donor 82% (56) 66% (73) 
Program beneficiaries 66% (45) 27% (30) 
Board 26% (18) 27% (30) 
Issue experts 19% (13) 41% (45) 
Others 19% (13) 0% (0) 
Table 5 - Intended users groups 
 
Most examples of use of evaluations given by the respondents fitted in one of the four groups 
that were ranked in order of importance. There is no significant difference in the ranking of 
current survey and Karan‟s survey. The first and most important use is adapt program 
direction, the second is to understand overall impact of the organization, the third is to report 
to the donor and the fourth is to inform beneficiaries. 
 
 
The responses to the statement: “The costs of an evaluation follow up process outweigh the 
benefits” show a significant divergence from the results obtained by Karan. Cross checking 
revealed that the question is ambivalent, non-native English speakers tend to have the 
opposite understanding to the statement and answered accordingly. The results are therefore 
not viable and cannot be included in the analysis. 
 
 
Factors influencing evaluation use 
 
Overall respondents are in agreement on the importance of the involvement of potential users 
in the planning phase of an evaluation. 
As for the actual involvement of potential users in the planning phase of an evaluation the 
majority of respondents of both surveys report the involvement of various potential users 
groups is limited. In the actual survey 52% report that senior management is involved in the 
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planning most to the time (more than 80% of the time) while 55% of Karan‟s respondents say 
the same for program staff. 
 
 
To the question in which categories of the planning respondents have participated in the 
respondents themselves, most respondents of the current survey participate less than the 
respondents in Karan‟s survey. This suggests that headquarter based NGO managers are 
usually more involved in the design and implementation than field based NGO managers. 
Respondents from organizations with more Learning Organization characteristics tend to 
participate more than the ones from organizations with less learning characteristics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participation in evaluation categories (>75%) 
Karan’s 
 
survey 
(Headquarter) 
Actual Less More 
 
survey learning  learning 
 
(Field) 
Setting evaluation objectives 81% 56% 42% 58% 
Selecting the evaluator 70% 43% 36% 40% 
Designing of methodology 26% 19% 16% 19% 
Conducting the evaluation 69% 11% 11% 11% 
Analyzing/interpreting the data 73% 25% 19% 26% 
Designing the report 26% 19% 21% 13% 
Table 6 - participation in evaluation categories 
 
The majority of both survey respondents (56% of current survey and 70% of Karan‟s survey) 
would like to see multiple versions of an evaluation report, each matching the  specific 
findings and recommendations to specific users. However in the comments of the current 
survey there is an overall realization this wish is not realistic in the reality of limited resources 
– the costs would not outweigh the benefits. 
 
 
 
Respondents of both current survey and Karan‟s survey first interest in an evaluation report 
are the research methods used, followed by the analysis and recommendations and finally the 
follow up recommendations and how to use the findings. 
 
 
The majority of both surveys agree that evaluation should ideally take place at program 
milestones and not at the end of a program which is still often the case in reality. 
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54% of respondents of current survey indicate their organization has an organization wide 
evaluation process where evaluation reports are shared, reviewed, analyzed and finding 
applied where applicable. This is the case for only 16% of Karan‟s respondents where the 
majority of 56% indicated that some departments have a process and there is no organization 
wide process. 
 
 
The answers to the question on what is the most effective tool or method to keep evaluations 
findings current in organization memory were coded following the same categories assigned 
in Karan‟s survey: Policy, Systems, Relevance, Accountability and Transparency. 
Policy includes organizational guidance to incorporate evaluation findings in for example 
program policy. Systems include tools and IT to facilitate access to evaluation findings. 
Examples of tools include: knowledge management systems, monitoring and evaluation 
systems, archiving protocols for internet and intranet, accessible intranet, hand over protocols 
for staff turnover, integration of recommendations in work plans, agenda of meetings and 
reporting format to ensure follow up, translations of evaluation document in national or local 
language and training of staff on M&E. 
Accountability includes inclusion of follow up of evaluations in team and personal 
performance tools, as well as downward accountability to beneficiaries of programs. 
Relevance is to tie evaluation results to the overall vision and mission of an organization and 
transparency includes the wide sharing and acceptance of evaluation findings inside and 
outside of the organization. 
 
 
How to keep evaluation findings current organizational memory? 
 Current survey 
 
(field) 
Karan survey 
 
(headquarter) 
Policy 3% 43% 
Systems 37% 27% 
Relevance 4% 7% 
Accountability 27% 13% 
Transparency 29% 5% 
Table 7 How to keep evaluation findings current in organizational memory 
 
Transparency and accountability are seen to be more important in the field while headquarter 
based respondents of Karan give more importance to policy as a means to keep evaluation 
findings current. 
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Processes that can increase use where grouped in People (representation of all stakeholders, 
buy in from decision makers), Systems (simple and practical, flexibility, easy to maintain, 
quality) and Organization (commitment to use, resource allocation, ongoing learning) 
categories by Karan. Respondents of the current survey offered 64 comments that could be 
grouped in the same categories and did not offer any new of different insights from Karan‟s 
research. 
 
 
Distribution of the evaluation results and recommendations to all stakeholders, translated in 
commonly used language and access to the reports, either hard copy or through the internet, 
are examples of comments grouped under systems. 
 
 
The final questions in the survey asked to provide one reason to refer to a past evaluation 
during program planning and one reason why not. The answers were grouped following the 
grouping provided by Karan‟s survey as presented in table 8. 
 
 
 Current survey (field) Karan survey (headquarter) 
Would refer 
Ongoing 
 
evaluation) 
program (mid-term 1% 63% 
Organizational practice 0% 24% 
Increased Issue knowledge 32% 6% 
High Quality results 67% 7% 
Would not refer 
Concluded program 4% 19% 
Irrelevant findings 22% 52% 
Lack of policy or process evaluation 
 
follow up and/or learning 
 23% 
Time and resource constraints  6% 
Table 8 Reasons to refer or not refer to past evaluations 
 
In the current survey some comments to why the respondent would not refer to a past 
evaluation could not be categorized in Karan‟s groupings. These included: “if the report 
cannot be located”, “if it was a bad quality program”, “if the report was offensive” and 
“because hierarchy did not like the evaluation”. 
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The linear regression was carried out to determine which factors show a causal relationship to 
the use of evaluations to adapt the course of a program. A correlation analysis of the variables 
determined correlations between the variables was within the acceptable range of -0,8 and 0,8. 
 
 
The regression on the variables resulted in non-significant values with p-values above the 
0,05 limit. Consequently the variable with the highest p-score was removed and the regression 
repeated. This process was continued until only one significant variable remained: “Time and 
budget constraints of the organization”. R2 was found to have the value of 0,09 (F=6,77, 
p<0,05). This means that 9% of the use of evaluations to adapt a program can be explained 
by the availability of time and budget. 
 
 
The regression on the variable „time and budget‟ jointly with the variable „average score 
learning characteristics‟ as obtained by the DLOQ survey resulted in a R2 of 0,25 (F=11,09, 
p<0,05). 
 
 
The regression of the DLOQ on evaluation use to adapt programs resulted in a R
2 
of 0,17 
(F=13,19, p<0,05) showing the positive relationship between a higher DLOQ score and 
evaluation use to adapt programs. 
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5. Analysis and discussion 
 
 
 
In this chapter the survey results and the information gathered from the literature studied will 
be compared and analyzed in order to respond to the formulated research questions. 
 
 
 What is evaluation use of NGOs from a field perspective? 
 
 
Actual use of evaluation is determined by the definition of potential and actual users of a 
particular evaluation. The three most important user groups from Karan‟s NGO research were 
Program staff, Senior management staff and Donors. While the respondents of the current 
survey agree on the importance of these user groups, Program beneficiaries were determined 
as another significant important intended user group, with 66% as opposed to only 27% of 
Karan‟s respondents. The field based NGO respondents also included other intended user 
groups not  mentioned in  Karan‟s  study, and  include stakeholders in  the implementation 
environment like government staff. The intended user group of Issue experts is considered 
more than double by Karan‟s respondents with 41% while only 19% of the field respondents 
consider this to be an intended user group. 
As described in the literature different types of use can be distinguished and grouped as 
instrumental, conceptual, process and legitimizing use. Both field based and headquarter USA 
based NGO staff focus on instrumental use (adjust program course direction, report to donor) 
and process use (informing beneficiaries, learning). 
 
 
 Which factors influence the use of evaluations in NGOs from a field perspective? 
 
 
Literature emphasizes the importance of involvement of potential users in all phases of an 
evaluation process to ensure actual use. A large majority of NGO respondents of both Karan‟s 
survey and current survey (77% and 85% respectively) agree on the importance of involving 
potential users in the planning phase of an evaluation. 
 
 
There is an overall agreement between headquarter based NGO staff and field based NGO 
staff on criteria that impact evaluation use positively or negatively. Involvement of senior 
staff, program donors and critical evaluation findings contribute positively to use. Lack of 
interest by program staff, time and budget constraints, lack of clear and transparent processes 
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and policy, low quality of the evaluation and unclear recommendations negatively influence 
use. 
 
 
The majority of respondents indicate that multiple versions of evaluations reports specific for 
different potential user groups would positively influence use. 
 
 
However the linear regression carried to determine a causal relationship between the 
identified factor and the actual perceived use revealed that in fact only one variable “Time and 
budget constraints” was significant with R2 = 0.09 (F=6,77, p<0,05). 
 
 
 Are the factors influencing use according to the findings of this research the same 
as found by Karan’s research, if not, what is different? 
 
Factors influencing use 
Karan (Headquarter staff) Current research (Field staff) 
Human factors 
1.Intended users Consistent (aim for involvement of intended users in all 
 
stages of the evaluation) 
2.Interest/biases Consistent (evaluation are influenced by politics) 
3.Professional capabilities Consistent (not only professional capability of the 
 
evaluators but of all stakeholders involved) 
Evaluation factors 
1.Evaluation procedures Consistent  (methodology and processes to be in line with 
 
objective of the evaluation) 
2.Substance of information Consistent (accurate and relevant for  each intended user 
 
group) 
3.Reporting Consistent (timing and accessibility, packaging of 
 
evaluation products in user friendly information) 
Organizational factors 
1.Organizational culture Consistent (culture and leadership) 
2.Routines and procedures Consistent   (institutionalize   routines   and   processes   to 
 
facilitate evaluation use) 
Table 9: Comparative table of factors influencing use 
 
 
 
There is a consistent overlap of identified factors influencing use of evaluations. Different 
models presented in the literature contain the same elements influencing use with slight 
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variations in emphasis on the weight, importance and interrelationships of the different 
elements. The Evaluation Logic Model presented by Mark and Henry (2004) manages to 
include an extensive listing of influencing elements and their interrelationships that in fact 
demonstrates the complexity better than the simplified utility model presented by Karan 
(2009). 
 
 
 Do NGOs with more “Learning Organization” characteristics show increased use 
of evaluations? 
 
As there are no clear determinants on what constitutes an organization to be a Learning 
Organization, the DLOQ survey was used to determine which respondents reported to work 
with an organization with more and which with less characteristics and put them in two 
groups accordingly using the overall average score for NGOs obtained by Watkins (2013) as a 
benchmark. 
 
 
The linear regression carried out determined a positive causal relationship between the 
variable DLOQ score leading to increased use of evaluations to adapt a program course 
direction. 
 
 
Furthermore the results of the survey show some tendencies that can be noted. The examples 
of use, mentioned by the respondents of current survey, reveal that most respondents 
pertaining to NGOs with more learning characteristics (80%), come up with an example that 
fits the grouping “use recommendations to adjust program” while this is only the case for 45% 
of respondents from NGOs with less learning characteristics. This could indicate that 
respondents working with NGOs with more learning characteristics are more likely to use 
evaluation recommendations. 67% of respondents from NGOs with more learning 
characteristics mention their organization has an organization wide process where evaluation 
reports are shared, reviewed, analyzed and findings applied where applicable. This is only the 
case of 45% of respondents of NGOs with less Learning Organization characteristics. 
 
 
The current survey was directed to NGO field based NGO managers, which is therefor the 
main characteristic differing from the respondents of Karan‟s survey. However, other 
differing characteristics might have influenced the outcome of the survey, notably the location 
of the headquarters of the NGOs the respondents work for. In the current survey the fast 
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majority of 85% reported their NGO to be headquartered in Europe as opposed to all 
respondents of Karan who were all USA based NGOs. Another differing characteristic is the 
type of programming of the NGOs. The proportion of respondents implementing 
humanitarian assistance is more than double with 34% as opposed to only 15% of respondents 
in Karan‟s survey. 
 
 
The proportion of humanitarian intervention NGOs is even higher in the organizations with 
more learning characteristics with 40%. Existing research in the literature is not united on the 
learning capacities of NGOs focused on humanitarian interventions. The fast turn-over of 
staff, fast-changing context and short implementation cycles are factors identified that hinder 
learning as an organization, while others argue that these attributes in fact contribute to 
learning, as there are more opportunities to test and adapt approaches in humanitarian 
interventions and the key is to provide structure and processes to capture lessons learned 
(Pasteur, 2004). Further research could determine if NGOs in the humanitarian field can be 
characterized as more or less learning from NGOs focusing on developmental programming, 
by for example using of the existing DLOQ tool. 
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6. Conclusion 
 
Evaluations and the complexities involved in the process and the use and non-use of 
evaluations have been studied extensively over the last decades. Over time a general 
consensus emerges that evaluation use can be grouped according to their type of use as 
follows: 
1. Instrumental: direct implementation of findings and recommendations to adjust and 
improve program or policy 
2. Conceptual: contribute to new ideas and concepts to generate new knowledge and 
understanding 
3. Process: Participation in the evaluation by stakeholders can lead to learning and 
increased ownership of findings and recommendations leading to changes in behavior. 
4. Legitimize: Justify pre-existing preferences and actions 
 
 
 
When studying the use of evaluations, it is important to know what type of use and use by 
whom was intended at the onset of an evaluation, in order to be able to determine actual use. 
In general one can say that evaluations should influence policy and practice, evaluators need 
to  be  aware  of  the  politics  of  evaluations  and  their  own  crucial  role  in  the  process. 
Participation of a wide range of stakeholders at each phase of the evaluation contributes to the 
use of the evaluation. Clear understanding and agreement among evaluators and stakeholders 
on objectives and expected and intended results at the onset of an evaluation enables to create 
realistic expectations on outcomes. 
 
 
Evaluation use in NGOs can be challenging as there is usually a high turnover off staff and a 
limited time span of programs. NGOs embracing routines and procedures to reinforce 
Learning Organization characteristics generally are in a better position to keep evaluation 
findings alive. This position is reinforced with the finding of this thesis that organizations 
with more Learning Organization characteristics show increased use of evaluation to adapt 
programming accordingly. 
 
 
The DLOQ survey can be used by NGOs as a benchmarking tool to determine where an 
organization is (or perceived to be) with regards to Learning Organization characteristics and 
can be repeated over time to determine changes over time. Increasing the score and therefor, 
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the Learning Organization characteristics of the organization an increased use of evaluations 
to adapt programs can be expected. 
 
 
The second significant finding of this thesis is that the availability of time and budget 
resources is a significant factor influencing the use of evaluation to adapt programming as 
perceived by the respondents of the survey. The conclusion to be taken from this finding is 
fairly straightforward – the availability of time and money will increase the likelihood that an 
evaluation will be used to adapt programs. 
 
 
The analysis of the data collected through the two existing survey instruments revealed the 
limitations of the instrument developed by Karan (2009). Questions to measure perceived or 
actual use of evaluations were not sufficiently elaborated to measure different types of use 
and analyze the relation between factors influencing use and actual use. Karan‟s survey was 
specifically developed to validate utilization factors, measurement of actual use was not the 
primary objective of the survey. Development of an instrument to measure different 
dimensions of actual use of evaluations could be an important contribution to increase and 
improve evaluation use in NGOs. 
 
 
A dimension on use and non-use of evaluation that is not often highlighted in the literature is 
existing competition for scarce resources between NGOS and how this influences the use and 
sharing of evaluation findings. More research is needed to determine how the perceived need 
to protect unique expertise and experience and the competition for funds influences evaluation 
use. There seems to be an increasing trend where NGOs are reluctant to share approaches and 
tools in order to maintain a competitive advantage even if this clashes with fundamental 
values of NGOs to contribute to improved wellbeing and social development. 
 
 
The utility model as presented by Karan is useful in presenting the various elements 
influencing the use of evaluations, by not only focusing on the use at program level but the 
need to include the larger context of organizational behavior and learning. However, other 
models, like the model of Saunders (2012) and Mark and Henry (2004) are as relevant and 
useful to demonstrate the complexity and multiple dimension of use of evaluations. For the 
development of a measurement tool for use of evaluations Karan‟s model could be a useful 
starting point, as the factors featuring in the model are validated. A tool to measure use should 
also address the identified issues like time lag and attribution problems. Time lags can cause 
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judgments of non-use to be premature and apparent use can occur when actions after an 
evaluation was completed were consistent with the evaluation‟s recommendations but were 
not necessarily done as a result of the evaluation. 
 
 
A mixture of methodologies and approaches to evaluation seems to be the way forward in 
order to address specific needs by different stakeholders. The needs and requirements of the 
different actors and stakeholders are very diverse and tend to overlap only partially. Further 
research can determine what specific approaches are best fit for what type of expected 
outcomes without losing sight that there is a whole range of other issues at work. An efficient 
and cost-effective intervention on the level of the implementation of activities does not 
logically lead to a successful and effective intervention or to organizational learning. When 
intended use and users are determined and elaborated in the design phase of an evaluation the 
actual use by intended users is more likely to happen. This could not be substantiated with the 
survey used in this research, but has been consistent by the literature studied as presented in 
the Biography of this thesis. 
 
 
Learning Organizations or organizations with stronger learning characteristics are better 
positioned to ensure the actual use of evaluations. Organizations allocating time and money 
for follow up on recommendations and lessons learned formulated in evaluations are more 
likely to use evaluations to adapt programs. 
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Appendix 1 Survey questionnaire 
 
 
As posted in SurveyGizmo: 
 
Evaluation use in NGOs from a field 
perspective 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
Thank you for participating in this research 
Survey Objective: 
This study aims to identify the factors that strongly influence program 
evaluation use in INGOs from a field perspective. By participating in this 
questionnaire you help to identify these factors and their relative importance 
as perceived from the field, and determine if significant differences exist 
between organizations with more and less Learning Organization 
characteristics 
 
 
Questionnaire Information: 
Please answer the questions based solely on your experience in NGOs. If you 
have worked in multiple organizations, please choose one organization as the 
context to your answers. All responses will be held securely and treated as 
strictly confidential and used solely for the purposes of advancing the 
understanding of the evaluation use in NGOS. It will take no more then 15 
minutes to complete this survey. 
 
 
Definitions: In order to maintain consistency and eliminate confusion below 
are some definitions. 
 
 
Evaluation finding: The actual result and recommendation of an evaluation 
Evaluation use: The review, discussion and/or implementation of evaluation 
findings 
Client or Benificiaries: Those whom the program targets to benefit. 
 
 
Thanks for your time and knowledge! 
 
 
Adapted from "Evaluation use in Non-Governemental Organizations", Karan, L 
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(2009) and "The contruct of Learning Organization: Dimensions, Measurements 
and Validation", Yang, B. et al (2004)> 
 
1) Name of the NGO (optional) 
 
2) Country of origin of the NGO* 
 
 
 
 
3) In which country is the NGO operation implemented?* 
 
 
 
 
4) Number of years working in NGOs?* 
 
 
less than 1 year 
between 1 and 5 years 
Between 5 and 10 years 
 
Over 10 years 
 
 
 
 
5) How would you categorize the overall programming of the NGO? Please select only 
the most appropriate* 
 
 
Disaster response/Humanitarian assistance 
Economic development 
Environment 
Education 
Human rights and social development 
Health 
Other (specify): 
 
6) Please select one option that relates closely to your current role* 
 
 
Country director/manager 
Program manager 
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Program staff 
Other (specify): 
7) Approximately, what is the annual budget of the NGO worldwide? (all amounts in 
USD)* 
 
 
Less then 500,000 
 
Between 500,000 and 2,5 million 
 
Between 2,5 and 5 million 
 
Between 5 and 10 million 
 
Over 10 million 
 
8) Approximately, what is the annual budget of the NGO in your current country of 
operation? (all amounts in USD)* 
 
 
Less then 500,000 
 
Between 500,000 and 2,5 million 
 
Between 2,5 and 5 million 
 
Between 5 and 10 million 
 
Over 10 million 
 
9) Who is/are the main donor(s) of the NGO in your country of operation?* 
 
 
1.: 
 
2.: 
 
3.: 
 
10) Who do you consider as a potential user of program evaluations? You can make 
multiple selections* 
 
 
Program beneficiaries 
Program staff 
Senior management 
Board 
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Donors 
 
Issue Expert (outside the organization 
Other (specify): 
11) How often are potential users involved in planning an evaluation?* 
 
  
Less than 
20% of 
time 
 
 
Between 
20%-50% 
 
 
Between 
50%-80% 
 
More than 
80% of 
time 
 
Program beneficiaries 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Program staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Senior management 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Board 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Donors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Issue Expert (outside the 
organisation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12) What do you think of the following statement: "Evaluation findings get used only if 
potential users are involved in the planning of the evaluation".* 
 
Strongly agree Somewhat agree  Somewhat disagree Strongly 
disagree 
 
13) What are program evaluations mostly used for? Rank the following with 1 being 
most important and 4 being least important. All the line items must be ranked uniquely 
and the ranking cannot be repeated. ie: You cannot choose 1 for two line items.* 
 
 
Program course direction 
 
Report to the funder/donor relations 
 
Inform beneficiaries 
 
Understand overall impact of organization 
 
14) Please provide an example of use:* 
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15) How do you think the following criteria impact evaluation use? (a selection is 
required for each item on the list)* 
 
  
Evaluation 
not used 
 
Neutral - no 
impact on use 
 
 
Evaluation used 
 
Evaluation findings are too critical 
of the program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Low quality of the evaluation 
content and report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendations are unclear or 
articulated badly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Time and budget constraints 
within the organization 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff´s lack of interest in the 
program or evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Involvement of senior 
management in the evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Involvement of program donors in 
the evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is no process/policy to 
guide evaluation use 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16) "The cost of investing in an evaluation follow-up process outweigh the benefits."* 
 
Strongly agree Somewhat agree  Somewhat disagree Strongly 
disagree 
 
17) Please explain:* 
 
18) How often have you participated in these categories of planning an evaluation of 
your program(s)?* 
 
  
Never 
or 
very 
llittle 
 
 
Around 
25% 
 
 
Around 
50% 
 
 
Around 
75% 
 
 
Almost 
all the 
time 
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Setting evaluation 
objectives 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Selecting the 
evaluator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Designing of 
methodology 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conducting the 
evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analyzing/interpreting 
the data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Designing the report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
19) Other (please specify): 
 
20) "Evaluation recommendations must come with specific recommendations for 
specific users."* 
 
Strongly agree Somewhat agree  Somewhat disagree Strongly 
disagree 
 
21) Please explain:* 
 
22) "In order to promote use, there needs to be multiple versions of the evaluation 
report - matching findings with user interest/needs."* 
 
Strongly agree Somewhat agree  Somewhat disagree Strongly 
disagree 
 
23) Please explain:* 
 
24) How often do evaluation reports meet your expectations?* 
 
Less then 20% of the time Between 20%-50% Between 50%-80% 
More then 80% of the time 
 
25) Please explain:* 
 
26) Rank the following in their order of importance (1 being the most important - you 
are required to assign a unique rank to each line. "In the evalution report of your 
program, you are interested in …."* 
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The research methods 
 
The analysis and recommendations 
 
The follow up of how you can use the findings 
 
27) When should a program ideally be evaluated to promote use of findings?* 
 
More then once a year Anually At key program milestones At the 
end of the program 
 
28) What is the current practice when a program is evaluated in your organization?* 
 
More then once a year Anually At key program milestones At the 
end of the program 
 
29) Of the decision making models below please select which you think is ideal to 
promote program evaluation use? And which model is practised within your program? 
(you can select the same model of both questions)* 
 
  
Ideal model 
 
Current practice 
 
Decision by averaging team members opinions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decision by majority vote 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decision by team consensus 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decision made by authority after group 
discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decision made by authority without group 
discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decision made by evaluation expert/evaluator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
30) What drives program changes? Rank the following with 1 being most important 
(You are required to assign a unique rank to each line)* 
 
 
Change in organizational mandate 
 
Donor requests 
 
Client/beneficiary requests 
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31) Is there a process to evaluation use in your organization?* 
 
 
Yes, we have an organization-wide process where evaluation reports are shared, 
reviewed, analyzed and findings applied where applicable. 
 
No, it is up to the individual staff members to do as they please with the evaluation report 
Some departments have a process, some don´t. There is no organization wide process. 
Other (specify): 
32) lease answer the following in the space provided using your own words: 
What is the most effective tool or method to keep evaluation findings current 
in organizational memory?* 
 
33) lease complete this sentence: "Any process or model that is adopted to 
increase evaluation MUST consider the following….."* 
 
34) Please provide ONE reason why you would or would not refer to a past evaluation 
during program planning.* 
 
 
Would refer:: 
 
Would not refer:: 
 
35) I realize that evaluations are complex and evoke much discussion and 
passion. The previous questions, while giving you choices, have been 
intentionally structured. As I am interested in your ideas and views, please 
provide any comments you might have on specifically the survey or evaluation 
use in general. 
 
You are requested to indicate how often the following 21 statements are 
applicable to your NGO and that will take you to the end of this survey. 
 
36) In my organization, people help each other to learn.* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
37) In my organization, people are given time to support learning.* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
38) In my organization, people are rewarded for learning.* 
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1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
39) In my organization people are given open and honest feedback to each other* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
40) In my organisation, whenever people state their view, they also ask what others 
think.* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
41) In my organization people spend time building trust with each other.* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
42) In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
43) In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group 
discussions or information collected* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
44) In my organization teams/groups are confident that the organization will act on their 
recommendations* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
45) My organization creates systems to mesure gaps between current and expected 
performance* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
46) My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
47) My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent on training* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
 
48) My organization recognizes people for taking initiative* 
 
1. Almost never 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Almost always 
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49) My organization gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish 
their work.* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
50) My organization supports employees who take calculated risks* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
51) My organization encourages people to think from a global perspective* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
52) My organisation works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
53) My organization encourages people to get answers from across the organisations 
when solving problems* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
54) In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead.* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
55) In my organisation, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
56) In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization´s actions are consistent 
with its values.* 
 
1. Almost never   2.  3.  4.  5.  6. Almost always 
 
57) Please provide your email address here in case you would like to receive 
the results of this survey. 
 
 
 
Thank You! 
 
Thank you for taking this survey! 
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less than 1 year  0 0% 4 4% 0 0% 0 0% 
Between 1 - 5 years  16 24% 34 31% 11 29% 5 18% 
Between 5 - 10 years  29 43% 17 15% 12 35% 17 50% 
Over 10 years  23 34% 56 50% 15 35% 8 32% 
 total 68  111  38  30  
Q4 How would you categorize the overall programming of the NGO? (please select the most appropritate) 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning 
Disaster response/Humanitarian assistance  23 34% 17 15% 11 29% 12 40% 
Economic Development  1 1% 38 34% 1 3% 0 0% 
Environment  0 0% 14 13% 0 0% 0 0% 
Education  1 1% 5 5% 0 0% 1 3% 
Human Rights and Social Development  30 44% 11 10% 19 50% 11 37% 
Health  9 13% 21 19% 5 13% 4 13% 
Other (please specify)  4 6% 5 5% 2 5% 2 7% 
 total 68  111  38  30  
 
Program Beneficiaries  
Program staff  
Senior Management  
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX 2 Survey result tables 
Q2b Country of origin - HQ NGO Actual survey Karan survey 
Europe 58 85% USA 111 100% 
USA 2 3% 
Other 8 12% 
Total 68 111 
Q3 Experience level of survey respondents 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
NGO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q5 Role of the survey repondents Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
 
Country Director/Manager  20 29% 12 11% 11 29%  9 30%  
41% 
 
 
NGO 
Program manager  43 63% 42 38% 24 63% 29% 19 63% 
Program staff  2 3% 53 48% 0 0%  2 7% 
Other  3 4% 3 3% 3 8%  0 0% 
 total 68  110  38   30  
Q7 Intended users grouping  Actual survey  Karan s urvey Less learnin g NGO  More lea rning 
Program Beneficiaries  45 66% 30 27% 26 68%  19  
Program Staff  64 94% 111 100% 36 95%  28  
Senior Management  64 94% 90 81% 35 92%  29  
Board  18 26% 30 27% 11 29%  7  
Donors  56 82% 73 66% 30 79%  26  
Issue Experts (outside the organization)  13 19% 45 41% 6 16%  7  
 
Others (partners, government, other stakeholders) 
  
13 
 
19% 
 
0 
 
0% 
 
6 
 
16% 
  
7 
 
23% 
  
 total 273  379  150   123    
Q8 Involvement of potential users in planning an evaluation  Actual survey    Karan surve y   Less learning NGO More learning NGO « 20% 20-50% 50-80%  »80% « 20% 20-50% 50-80% »80% « 20%      20-50% 50-80%   »80% « 20% 20-50 50-80 »80% 
71%     12% 13% 4%     100% 63%     23%      10%    5% 76% 8% 13%    3%  100% 63%   17%  13%     7%     100% 
12%     26% 41%      21%     100% 0%     18%      55%  27% 18% 21% 39%  21%  100% 3%   33%  43%   20%     100% 
 
 7% 12% 28% 53% 100% 9% 48% 32% 12% 8% 16% 26% 50% 100% 7% 7% 30% 57% 100% 
Board 75% 7% 9% 9% 100% 81% 16% 3% 0% 74% 8% 8% 11% 100% 77% 7% 10% 7% 100% 
Donors 50% 21% 13% 16% 100% 54% 24% 16% 5% 53% 16% 18% 13% 100% 47% 27% 7% 20% 100% 
Issue experts (outside the organization) 44% 31% 19% 6% 100% 84% 14% 3% 0% 45% 29% 18% 8% 100% 43% 33% 20% 3% 100% 
Q9 Importance of involving potential users Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Strongly agree 19% 13 46% 51 26% 10 10% 3 
Somewhat agree 66% 45 31% 34 58% 22 77% 23 
Somewhat disagree 12% 8 19% 21 16% 6 7% 2 
Strongly disagree 3% 2 4% 4 0% 0 7% 2 
68 110 38 30 
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23  
 8 48 
 
Analyzing/interpreting the data  16% 22% 37% 15% 10% 0% 4% 
Designing the report  37% 29% 15% 16% 3% 10% 23% 
 total 22% 28% 21% 17% 12% 7% 12% 
 
 
 
Q10 Uses of program evaluations Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
1 2 3 4 response count 1 2 3 4 response cou 1 2 3 4 response cou 1 2 3 4 response 
 
Program course direction   36 12 13 5 66 63 26 16 6 111 20 2 5 1 28 16 9 8 4 37 Report to funder/donor   23 18  4 68 11 42 58 0 111 7 9 11 3 30 16 9 12 1 38 Inform beneficiaries                  3 5 
 
                       64 11 0 5 95 111 
1 3 3 22 29 2 2 5 26 35 
Understand overall impact of orga nization  5   29 23 10 67 21 42 35 13 111 1 14 10 4 29 4 15 13 6 38 
Program course direction   55% 18% 20% 8% 100% 57% 23% 14% 5% 100% 71% 7% 18% 4% 100% 43% 24% 22% 11% 100% 
Report to funder/donor   34% 26% 34% 6% 100% 10% 38% 52% 0% 100% 23% 30% 37% 10% 100% 42% 24% 32% 3% 100% Inform beneficiaries   5% 8% 13% 75% 100% 10% 0% 5% 86% 100% 3% 10% 10% 76% 100% 6% 6% 14% 74% 100% Understand overall impact of org 
Q10b Please provide an exam 
anization 
ple of use  
7%     43% 34%      15% 
Actual survey 
100% 19% 38% 32% 12% 100% 3% 
Less learn 
48% 
ing NGO 
34% 14% 100% 11% 
More learn 
39%   34% 
ing NGO 
16% 100% 
 use recommendations to adjust program  41 60%         17 45%    24 80%    
 comply with donor request  12 18%         9 24%    3 10%    
 measure effectiveness  6 9%         6 16%    0 0%    
 learning by all stakeholders  6 9%         3 8%    3 10%    
 pr communications  1 1%         1 3%    0 0%    
 inform beneficiaries on result  1 1%         1 3%    0 0%    
 no answer  1 1%         1 3%    0 0%    
   68          38     30     Q11 Criteria that impact evaluation use Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Eval not usNeutral Eval use response couna Eval not u Neutral Eval us response couna Eval not uNeutral  Eval usedresponse couna      Eval not u Neutr Eval uresponse coun 
 
Evaluation findings that are too critical of the program 11 23 34 68 11 90 10 111 10 16 12 38 1 7 22 30 
Low quality of the evaluation content and report 46 19 3 68 48 42 21 111 23 13 2 38 23 6 1 30 
Recommendations are unclear or articulated badly 50 17 1 68 53 48 10 111 28 9 1 38 22 8 0 30 
Time and budget constraints within the organization 23 38 7 68 21 85 5 111 14 18 6 38 9 20 1 30 
Staff´s lack of interest in the program of evaluation 37 24 7 68 58 21 32 111 22 9 7 38 15 15 0 30 
Involvement of senior staff in the evaluation 2 12 54 68 5 26 80 111 1 10 27 38 1 2 27 30 
Involvement of program donors in the evaluation 4 34 30 68 0 20 91 111 4 23 11 38 19 11 0 30 
There is no process/policy to guide evaluation use 36 24 8 68 62 27 22 111 21 11 6 38 15 13 2 30 
 
Evaluation findings that are too critical of the program 16%     34%        50%  10% 81% 9%  26% 42% 32%  3% 23% 73%  Low quality of the evaluation content and report 68% 28% 4%  43% 38% 19%  61% 34% 5%  77% 20% 3%  Recommendations are unclear or articulated badly 74% 25% 1%  48% 43% 9%  74% 24% 3%  73% 27% 0%  Time and budget constraints within the organization 34% 56% 10%  19% 77% 5%  37% 47% 16%  30% 67% 3%  Staff´s lack of interest in the program of evaluation 54% 35% 10%  52% 19% 29%  58% 24% 18%  50% 50% 0%  Involvement of senior staff in the evaluation 3% 18% 79%  5% 23% 72%  3% 26% 71%  3% 7% 90%  Involvement of program donors in the evaluation 6% 50% 44%  0% 18% 82%  11% 61% 29%  63% 37% 0%  There is no process/policy to guide evaluation use 53% 35% 12%  56% 24% 20%  55% 29% 16%  50% 43% 7%  Q12 The cost of investing in an evaluation follow up process outweigh the Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
response presponse count response response count response response count response  response count 
 
Strongly agree 6% 4 46,0% 51 0% 0 13% 4 
Somewhat agree 29% 20 31,0% 34 29% 11 30% 9 
Somewhat disagree 40% 27 19,0% 21 50% 19 27% 8 
Strongly disagree 25% 17 4,0% 4 21% 8 30% 9 
 100% 68 100% 110 100% 38 100% 30 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Q13 Participation in evaluation planning never or ve around  around 5 around  almost all the timnever or v around around  aroun almost all the never or v around  around 5 aroun almost all thenever or v aroun aroun aroun almost a 
Setting evaluation objectives  10%     16% 18%      29%       26% 0% 0%      19%  30%     51% 11% 16% 32%  24%    18% 8%  13%    0%  29% 29% 
Selecting the evaluator 28%     12% 18%      24% 19% 5%     10%      15%  29%     41% 39% 13% 11%  18%    18% 11%    8%   21%  24% 16% 
Designing of methodology 19%     43% 19%      13% 6% 10%     26%      38%  12%     14% 24% 50% 11%    8% 8% 11%  26%  24%  16% 3% 
Conducting the evaluation 24%     44% 21% 4% 7% 14% 9% 7%  51%     18% 21% 42% 26%    0%    11% 21%   37%  11%    8% 3% 
23%  30%     43% 16% 32% 34%    8%    11% 13%    8%   32%  18% 8% 
41%  19% 7% 34% 32% 13%   16% 5% 32%  21%  13%  13% 0% 
24%  29%     29% 24% 31% 21%  12%    12% 16%  19%  17%   18% 10% 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Q14 Evaluation recommendations must come with specific recommendati response presponse count response response count response response count response  response count 
Strongly agree  65% 44 65,0% 72 63% 24 67% 20 
Somewhat agree  32% 22 30,0% 33 34% 13 30% 9 Somewhat disagree  1% 1 5,0% 6 3% 1 0% 0 Strongly disagree  1% 1 0,0% 0 0% 0 3% 1 
 total 100% 68   100% 38 100% 30 
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4 50 66 17 33 61 111 6 1 29 36 6 3 21 30 
The analysis and recommendations 37 26 5 68 83 11 17 111 23 13 2 38 14 13 3 30 
The follow-up on how you can use the findings 19 37 11 67 11 67 33 111 9 23 5 37 10 14 6 30 
 
 1 
The research methods 12 
 
 
 
 
Q15 In order to promote use, there needs to be multiple versions of the 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
evaluation report - matching findings with user interests/needs response presponse count response response count response response count response  response count 
Strongly agree  13% 9  25,0% 28  3% 1  27% 8 
Somewhat agree 43% 29 45,0% 50 50% 19 33% 10 
Somewhat disagree 35% 24 30,0% 33 39% 15 30% 9 
Strongly disagree 9% 6 0,0% 0 8% 3 10% 3 
total 100% 68 100% 111 100% 38 100% 30 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Q16 Evaluation reports expectations response presponse count response response count response response count response  response count 
Q17 Evaluation report interests Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
2 3 Response count 1 2 3 Response count 1 2 3 Response count 1 2 3 Response cou 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Q18b What is the current practice when a program is evaluated in your organization ideal m Avg. current practice ideal mod Avg. current practice ideal moAvg. current practice  ideal  Avg. current practice 
More then once a year 1 3% 1%  3%     13%  1    7%    3% 
Annually 13     13% 19% 10% 9% 10 13% 26% 3  13%   10% 
At key program milestones 32     84% 47% 55%     22% 17 87% 45% 15  80%   50% 
At the end of the program 22 0% 32% 32%     57% 11 0% 29% 11    0%   37% 
total 68 38 30 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Q19 Decision model ideal modeAvg. current practice ideal mod current practice ideal mod Avg. current practice  ideal mod Avg. current practice 
Decision by averaging team members opinions  10%     10%  0%    0,0%  16% 11% 6 4  3%  10% 1 3 
Decision by majority vote 6% 6% 4%  12,0% 5% 11% 2 4 7%    0% 2 0 
Decision by team consensus 46%     21% 22%  12,0% 45% 16% 17 6 47%  27% 14 8 
Decision made by authority after group discussion 49%     60% 66%  32,0% 45% 53% 17      20 53%  70% 16 21 
Decision made by authority without group discussion 3%     19% 2%  40,0% 5% 34% 2      13 0%    0% 0 0 
Decision made by evaluation expert/evaluator 9%     13% 6%    4,0% 16% 18% 6 7 0%    7% 0 2 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
 
Q20 Drivers of program change 1 2 3 4 response count 1 2 3 4 response cou 1 2 3 4 response co u 1 2 3 4 response 
Changes in organizational mandate 28 19 9 11 67 63 18 12 18 111 14 17 2 5 38 14 7 2 6 29 
Donor requests 27 20 7 14 68 23 53 12 23 111 12 13 9 4 38 10 7 5 8 30 
Client/beneficiary requests 4 16 25 23 68 23 23 24 41 111 7 2 13 16 38 2 7 12 9 30 
Evaluation findings 9 13 27 19 68 0 18 64 29 111 5 6 14 13 38 4 9 11 7 31 
 
Changes in organizational mandate 42% 28% 13%      16% 57%     16%      11%  16% 37% 45% 5%  13% 48%   24%     7%   21% 
Donor requests 40% 29% 10%      21% 21%     48%      11%  21% 32% 34% 24%  11% 33%   23%   17%   27% 
Client/beneficiary requests 6% 24% 37%      34% 21%     21%      22%  37% 18% 5% 34%  42% 7%   23%   40%   30% 
Evaluation findings 13% 19% 40%      28% 0%     16%      58%  26% 13% 16% 37%  34% 13%   29%   35%   23% 
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     16,0% 18 
 
24,0% 27 
    
        
     56,0%  62     
    
4,0% 4 
    
 
 
 
 
 
Q21 Prevalenc of evaluation use process 
Yes, we have an organization-wide process where evaluation reports are shared, 
Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
reviewed, analyzed and findings applied where applicable. 54%  37 
No, it is up to the individual staff members to do as they please with the 
evaluation report 7%  5 
Some departments have a process, some donÂ´t. There is no organization wide 
process. 32%  22 
Other (specify) 6%  4 
45% 17 67%      20 
 
13% 5 0% 0 
 
34% 13 30% 9 
8% 3 3% 1 
total 68 111 38 30 
Q22 Please answer the following in the space provided using your own 
words: What is the most effective tool or method to keep evaluation 
findings current in organizational memory? Answers grouped in 5 
categories Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Policy 3       3% 43% Policy; Link to direct planning 3 6% 0    0% 
Sytems 36     37% 27% Systems: Tools and technology for reference 19      37% 17  38% 
Relevance 4       4% 7% Relevance: Link to bigger mission of the organ 1 2% 3    7% 
Accountability 26     27% 13% Accountability: Build into implementers workpl 17      33% 9  20% 
Transparency 28     29% 5% Transparency: Organization wide acceptance 12      23% 16  36% 
total 97 52 45    
Q23 Please complete this sentence: "Any process or model that is 
adopted to increase evaluation MUST consider the followingâ€¦.." Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
participation of staff and benficiries 26     38% people 56% People: Representatives of ALL stakeholders 11      29% 2    7% 
be resourced 13     19% org  32% People: Buy in from decision makers   14      37%   12  40% 
action plan that is monitored and resourced 8     12% system       3 8%   5  17% 
be relevant to improve program 4       6% system 42% Systems: Simple and practical  0 0%     2    7% 
practical aplication of recommndations 3       4% system 12% Systems: Flexibility, easy to maintain  2 5%  1    3% 
good preparation 3       4% system 38% Systems: Quality  2 5%  2    7% 
be translated in relevant language  2       3% system     2 5%    1    3% 
access to report on internet  1       1% system 82% Organization: Commitment to use    1 3%    0% 
distribution to all actors 1       1% system   sim Organization: Resource allocation   1 3%    0% 
ensure informed decision making 1       1% people Organization: Ongoing leaning  0 0%  1    3% 
evolution of the program should determine timing 1       1% system   flex   0 0%  1    3% 
user friendly 1       1% system   flex  0 0%  1    3% 
no answer 4       6%  2 5%  2    7% 
total 68 38 30    
Q24a Would refer: Please provide ONE reason why you would or would 
not refer to a past evaluation during program planning. Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
relevant recommendations 29     43% d 45% a On going program  16 42%   13  43% 
learning opportunity 21 31% c 32% b Organization has a process and practice to us 9 24%   12  40% 
good quality report 9 13% d 14% c Findings from the previous survey increased is 5 13%   4  13% 
good methodology 5 7% d 8% d Good quality evaluation   4 11%   1 3% 
 improve program quality 1 1% a 2% 
  
  1 3%   0 0% 
 no answer 3 4% 
   
3 8% 0 0% 
 total 68 
    
38 
 
30 
 
   
Q24b Would not refer: Please provide ONE reason why you would or 
would not refer to a past evaluation during program planning. Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q25 I realize that evaluations are complex and evoke much discussion 
and passion. The previous questions, while giving you choices, have  
been intentionally structured. As I am interested in your ideas and views, 
please provide any comments you might have on specifically the survey 
or evaluation use in general. Actual survey Karan survey Less learning NGO More learning NGO 
Committed leadership, inclusion of beneficiaries, field staff, evaluation teams 
(not single consultant), sufficient training , distribution of results not only in 
report but feedback to all stakeholders 10     15%  8      21% 2    7% 
Recom need to be action oriented and formulated in a constructive manner 4       6%  2 5% 2    7% 
Essential for program development 4       6%  1 3% 3  10% 
Resources need to be available to implement recom 2       3%  2 5% 0% 
Evaluation can be damaging when program is not running well 1       1%  1 3% 0% 
More research needed to improve use 1       1% 0 0% 1    3% 
no answer 46     68% 24      63% 22  73% 
68 38 30 
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1 til 3 
 
1    
4 til 6 0,611578 1  
7 til 9 0,587937 0,735 1 
10 til 12 0,733611 0,538 0,52105 1   
13 til 15 0,738674 0,568 0,62861 0,7071 1  
16 til 18 0,722154 0,653 0,67048 0,652 0,6398 1 
 
  
  
  
19 til 21  
 
 
 
 
Dimensions Learning Organization Questionnaire 1. almost 2 3 4 5 6. almost alway  total  erage 
 
In my organization, people help each other to learn. 0 8 15 18 21 6 68 274 4,03  
In my organization, people are given time to support learning. 0 15 16 12 22 3 68 254 3,74 
In my organization, people are rewarded for learning. 4 18 12 18 14 2 68 230 3,38 3,72 
In my organization people are given open and honest feedback to each other 0 15 19 21 8 5 68 241 3,54  
In my organisation, whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 1 4 27 25 11 0 68 245 3,6  
In my organization people spend time building trust with each other. 1 16 11 21 17 2 68 247 3,63 3,6 
In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed 4 14 12 16 20 2 68 244 3,59  
In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or information collected 1 11 6 21 25 4 68 274 4,03  
In my organization teams/groups are confident that the organization will act on their recommendations 1 14 13 23 17 0 68 245 3,6 3,7 
My organization creates systems to mesure gaps between current and expected performance 3 12 18 17 16 2 68 241 3,54  
My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees 4 12 5 18 21 8 68 268 3,94  
My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent on training 12 14 19 11 11 1 68 202 2,97 3,5 
My organization recognizes people for taking initiative 1 10 12 20 21 4 68 266 3,91  
My organization gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work. 0 16 9 17 20 6 68 263 3,87  
My organization supports employees who take calculated risks 5 10 6 31 10 6 68 253 3,72 3,8 
My organization encourages people to think from a global perspective 1 11 9 23 20 4 68 266 3,9  
My organisation works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs 4 11 15 10 19 9 68 260 3,82  
My organization encourages people to get answers from across the organisations when solving problems 1 11 21 18 15 2 68 245 3,6 3,8 
In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. 1 13 13 26 13 2 68 247 3,63  
In my organisation, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn 2 12 18 19 16 1 68 242 3,56  
In my organization, leaders ensure that the organizationÂ´s actions are consistent with its values. 1 9 9 16 25 8 68 283 4,16 3,8 
 
Cronbach alfa 0,834701 
       
average 
  
77,8 
 
sum v r. 56, 5 14         3 7  
Correlation table 1 til 3 4 til 6     7 til 9   10 til 12 13 til 15 16 til 18  19 til 21 
          
 
 
 
 
0,78177    0,695  0,59405  0,7024   0,7557  0,7415 1 
